Violence against women in families takes place in the context of close relationships. It seems unbelievable to many peopleincluding the victims of the violent acts-that violence occurs between people who know each other well, who have a bond of love between them, and who may even share children.
Studying the causes of violence in spousal-partner relationships is difficult and requires analysis in numerous social contexts. In this article, I consider some new theoretical explanations of violence against women and the perpetuation of abusive relationships. The general historical and current social context of violence against women in the United States is discussed briefly, followed by a review of traditional psychological and sociological explanations of this violence. The last section examines attachment theory and theories of connection and relationship in women's growth and development as they apply to violence against women and the maintenance of stable relationships despite abuse by partners. I argue for an approach to spousal violence that uses multiple theoretical perspectives and modified treatment formats "while simultaneously taking a position that violence, abuse, and inequality are intolerable in any form" (Goldner, 1998, p. 265) .
BACKGROUND
The landmark 1994 Violence Against Women Act seeks to curb family violence in the U.S. and to help its victims by providing support networks and violence prevention programs. . . . In addition, new provisions strengthen penalties for crimes against women including rape and spousal abuse. The Administration also has established an Office on the Prevention of Domestic Violence in the Department of Justice. (President's Interagency Council on Women, 1995, p. 5) Men's right to dominate women has deep roots stemming from biblical times. In the United States, the institution of marriage was idealized in the 19th century and the first half of the 20th century. The permeating social value was that the family should be preserved at almost any cost (Carp, 1991) . According to Gelles and Loseke (1993) , the historical emphasis on the sanctity of the family resulted in the tendency to underestimate the prevalence and severity of spousal abuse. It was widely believed that spouse abuse occurred only in already stigmatized segments of society, such as poor people, members of minority groups, and mentally ill people. Because the public tended to think of spousal abuse as an unfortunate but nevertheless normal or even legitimate aspect of family life, it was expected that women who were victims of family violence should keep their experiences to themselves. Moreover, until the 1970s, victims of spousal abuse had little recourse because little help was available to them.
The issue became a target for public concern in the mid1970s, when feminist groups brought pressure on police departments, social agencies, and state and federal governments to prosecute wife batterers and establish shelters for battered women (Carp, 1991) . These efforts led to the establishment of more than 1,250 shelters for battered women by the 1990s, increasing access to peer counseling, support groups, information on their legal rights, and referrals to social service and welfare agencies and legal advocacy groups (Roberts, 1996) .
However, since the mid-1970s, there has also been resistance to legislation on domestic violence. Conservative groups, such as the Moral Majority, have sought to identify domestic violence legislation with the feminist movement, which they characterize as an attack on motherhood, the family, and Christian values (Pleck, 1987) . Davis and Hagen (1992) stressed the power of language for altering people's construction of reality and the use of terms for violence committed against women that had the effect of changing images and connotations of such abuse. Abbott (1996) stated that even though "more police officers have been killed intervening in domestic abuse situations than in the entire war on drugs" (p. 236), crimes against women in their homes have been "trivialized" by the use of terms such as domestic violence, which imply that this form of violence is of less concern than violence perpetrated by strangers. Whereas physical assault by a stranger is clearly understood as an offense that should lead to arrest, conviction, and imprisonment, a similar attack by a domestic partner, labeled domestic violence, may appear to be dealt with more appropriately within the private sphere. In an analysis of men's violence toward women in the professional and popular literature, Phillips and Henderson (1999) found that few, if any, articles described men as the perpetrators.
Today, although abused women in the United States have greater access to sources of support than in the past, most of these resources focus on victims' emergency and short-term needs. Relatively little has been done in the area of primary prevention, including the development of curricula for elementary school students stressing the inappropriateness of using physical force to resolve disagreements. In addition, little has been done to alter the content of television programs and movies that model the efficacy of violence and thus contribute to viewers' inability to empathize with others. Nor is the battering of women recognized by the health care system, as evidenced by the lack of training for and responsiveness by emergency room personnel treating abused women (Satel, 1997) .
TRADITIONAL EXPLANATIONS OF BATTERING
Traditional theoretical explanations of battering and the persistence of abusive relationships fall into three broad categories: (a) psychological theories, (b) sociological perspectives, and (c) the feminist perspective. In addition, some neurobiological researchers have linked biology to violence and have found that abusive men show signs of previous severe head trauma, a neurobiological vulnerability factor (Rosenbaum et al., 1994) .
Psychological Perspectives
Men who physically abuse women have been described as manifesting a variety of psychopathologies, including low selfesteem and the lack of impulse control (Hamberger & Hastings, 1988) , antisocial tendencies (Hotaling, Straus, & Lincoln, 1989) , and the effects of substance abuse (Kantor & Straus, 1987) . Furthermore, Rosenbaum et al.'s (1994) study of the etiology of spousal aggression confirmed that a head injury was a significant predictor of being a batterer.
Women who are abused have also been thought of as manifesting one or more severe psychological deficits, including innate masochism (Pleck, 1987) , learned helplessness (Gondolf & Fisher, 1988; Walker, 1979) , "psychic numbing," and hyperexaggerated startle responses (Douglas, 1987; Herman, 1992) . Dutton and Painter (1981) applied the concept of identification with the aggressor to explain the coping behavior of women in abusive relationships.
To the extent that these explanations place some of the blame for battering on one or more aspects of victims' personal maladjustment, they also explain why abusive relationships tend to continue. If one believes that victims are masochists and that masochism is a relatively enduring personality trait, it makes sense to believe that victims will remain in their abusive relationships. Other explanations for this line of thinking include those of Ferraro and Johnson (1983) and Follingstad, Neckerman, and Vormbrock (1988) . Ferraro and Johnson presented a list of reasons that abused women give for remaining in abusive relationships, including several that clearly reflect the psychological state of the victims, such as women's tendency to attribute blame for the abuse to their own failures or shortcomings and the denial of the seriousness of their past injuries or the possibility of greater harm in the future. They identified the following four typical rationalizations used by abused women who were interviewed at battered women's shelters: (a) denial of the injury and of being hurt, (b) attributing the abuser's behavior to external factors beyond the abuser's control, (c) denial of available practical and emotional options, and (d) denial of victimization and blaming oneself. Follingstad et al. attributed the decision to remain in an abusive relationship as adherence to the "salvation ethic," including the responsibility to help the abuser and loyalty to the sanctity of marriage, family, or religion.
From a social learning perspective, behavior is learned through observation or reinforcement (Bandura, 1973) . Although social learning theory acknowledges individual variations in behavior, it does not consider inner tensions apart from external stimuli.
Those who use a family systems model (O'Leary, 1993) consider that all members of a family, especially the spouses, contribute mutually to the construction and maintenance of a system of violence and that violent behavior is transmitted from generation to generation. The family systems model also explains that spouses in dysfunctional families fail to terminate abusive relationships because their family systems are highly resistant to change and typically seek to maintain a homeostatic balance.
Sociological Perspectives
The sociological perspective assumes that social structures and prescribed socially acceptable roles influence human behavior. According to Gelles and Loseke (1993) , "The structure of the modern family as a social institution has a strong overarching influence on the occurrence of family violence" (p. 31). The traditional social roles deemed appropriate for men and womenthat is, men working outside the home and women staying home to raise children-clearly place women in an economically dependent and subordinate position. The lack of employment, truncated education, and the paucity of employment skills may also prevent women from leaving abusive relationships. Other barriers are religious beliefs, adherence to the sanctity of marriage, and the belief by victims that they have a social responsibility to attempt to help their abusers.
The economic explanation of the etiology of violence against women appears to have been more relevant in the past than it is now. Today, it is not clear whether changes in the composition of the workforce, including the emergence of the two-earner household as normative, have significantly empowered women in the marital relationship, reduced the incidence of spousal abuse in this society, or increased the likelihood that abused women will terminate their abusive relationships.
Sociological theories of spousal abuse also focus on the role of external social stressors, such as poverty, unemployment, and the easy availability of drugs and alcohol. Poverty and unemployment are viewed as engendering rage in abusive men, and drugs and alcohol serve as disinhibitors that increase the probability that this rage will be acted out in aggressive behavior toward women. However, one should not assume that spousal abuse is necessarily more prevalent among the poor than among the middle class or the wealthy. Violence against women in the home occurs in all social strata, and women who have been relatively comfortable economically may actually have a more difficult time leaving their abusers than may women who have experienced financial deprivation. Fincham and Bradbury (1990) found that the more a woman attributes the abuser's negative behavior to external sources, the more satisfied she is in her marital relationship, and the more she considers this negative behavior to be internal to the abuser, the more dissatisfied she feels. Snyder and Fruchtman (1981) analyzed patterns of spousal abuse, along with other factors, and developed a data-based typology of women in a battered women's shelter, which Lloyd (1990) described as follows:
In type 1, the relationship between assailant and victim is stable, abuse is infrequent and often attributed to alcohol or external pressures, and the woman is likely to have acted aggressively toward her husband as well. These women are the most likely to return to the assailant. Type 2 is characterized by highly unstable and explosive relationships, many marital separations, and severe injury-producing violence. Type 3 women receive the most chronic and severe abuse; their children are frequently abused by the assailant as well, and these women do not report a history of violence in their families of origin. In type 4, most of the abuse is directed toward children and little toward wives; these women seek shelter to protect their children. Type 5 women report an extensive history of violence in their families of origin, including paternal neglect and physical abuse; often, their husbands began to abuse them before marriage. These women are also more likely to return to the assailant than are type 2, 3, or 4 women. (p. 98)
The Feminist Perspective
Afeminist worldview recognizes that much of what was written and accepted as part of the psychology of women has been based on myths, stereotypes, and sexist theories of human development and psychological schools of thought. Although new feminist theories have been emerging over the past several decades, bias persists even today. (Stout & McPhail, 1998, p. 57) Although many psychological theories still argue that women are responsible for their battery, most feminists take positions that are based not on labels but on the nature of the issue. The feminist perspective on spousal abuse is essentially a sociologicalstructural one because it seeks to explain partner abuse on the 486 Affilia Winter 2000 basis of traditional gender-role expectations and the historical imbalance of power between women and men in a patriarchal society. Radical feminists have defined violence against women as political and as the domination and control of women on the basis of biological differences in a patriarchal society (Saulnier, 1996) . Their advocacy of social action has led to the implementation of many practical programs for battered women (Gelles & Loseke, 1993) .
Feminists have critiqued the prevailing models of family therapy, which they contend do not adequately acknowledge the effects of prescribed gender roles, and the prevailing patterns of sex-role socialization. Although family therapists initially believed that it is inappropriate to turn family therapy or couples therapy into a politicized discussion of social and power inequality between men and women, some family therapists have accepted this viewpoint. According to Yllo (1993) , "Domestic violence is not just an individual problem, but a social and political one" (p. 59).
Feminists have also vigorously attacked theoretical explanations of spousal abuse that explicitly or implicitly attribute any of the blame for the violence to the victims. Thus, they reject the psychological theories that state that such factors as a victim's masochism or learned helplessness play a role in abuse. Typical of this perspective is that of Jones (cited in Jacobs, 1994) , who rejected the use of the term battered women because "it suggests a woman who is more or less permanently black and blue and helpless" (p. 63). Jones stated, I would like to see us start thinking about battered women as resisters, because it's clear to me that women are not battered or emotionally abused or controlled because they're passive and helpless. Often, women get emotionally abused and physically battered because they resist that kind of control. (p. 63) Walker (1993) suggested that the term post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) should be used to describe the symptoms of women who are subjected to intense prolonged violence. These views are based in perspectives that emphasize that learned helpless-ness is not a total entity but a narrowing of responses (Gondolf & Fisher, 1988; Walker, 1993) in dealing with violence. Battered women's syndrome is indeed a category of PTSD, according to Herman (1992) , although this diagnosis is highly controversial.
The feminist perspective places the blame for any violence toward women squarely on the male perpetrators and suggests that abusive relationships continue because women typically lack the economic and political power to extricate themselves or to obtain adequate legal redress. Jones (cited in Jacobs, 1994) rejected the systems theory view that spouse battering derives from a "cycle of violence" in which the partners are "locked in a sick battle" of assault and provocation. She also rejected the notion that such violence can be construed as a "crime of passion" in which the man is violent because he loves the woman so much that he cannot bear the thought that she might ever leave him and uses physical force to control her behavior and keep her from leaving. Rather, Jones noted that violence against women is simply a manifestation of an ongoing political power struggle:
Men are trying to take over the lives of women, trying to control women. A man does that because he can do it, it's not that hard to do; it works, it gets him what he wants; nobody stops him. So why shouldn't he do it? (p. 63)
The feminist position, as represented by Jones (cited in Jacobs, 1994) , is inadequate to explain why many women fail to terminate abusive relationships. If the issue is purely that of the greater economic power of men and the failure of society to provide women with adequate protection, one would expect women who work to be much more likely than those who do not to leave their abusers. However, Jones noted that most battered women "are doing all the regular things of lifethey're keeping their house, they're holding down a job, raising their kids-all the while they're living in this terrible situation" (p. 63).
The feminist theoretical orientation to the battering of women, with its focus on social structure rather than individual 488 Affilia Winter 2000 factors, has been criticized as an oversimplification of a complex problem, and the ideological division among feminists has, in some instances, been detrimental to work in the field of violence against women. It has been suggested that a multilevel theoretical formulation may explain battering and the persistence of abusive relationships more comprehensively. Two more complex approaches that appear to provide a logical explanation for the development and persistence of abusive relationships are attachment theory (Dutton, Saunders, Starzomski, & Bartholomew, 1994; Stosny, 1995) and the "metaperspective" (Goldner, 1998; Goldner, Penn, Sheinberg, & Walker, 1990) .
ATTACHMENT THEORY Bowlby (1988) acknowledged that he had been remiss in ignoring violence in the family, in general, and spousal abuse, in particular. He sought to rectify this omission by attempting to explain family violence in terms of emotional bonding and attachment. Bowlby stated that relationships tend to become abusive when each partner is "deeply but anxiously attached to the other and had developed a strategy designed to control the other and to keep him or her from departing" (p. 95). He extended the premise that threats to an intimate emotional bond in childhood that triggers anxiety, rage, and fear of one's ability to survive also occur in adulthood. Bowlby (1988) argued that children whose basic nurturing needs are not met or have caretakers who threaten to abandon them or hostilely reject them are likely to become anxiously attached and that this anxious attachment can persist throughout life. Thus, men who have such early histories are likely to be anxiously attached to their partners during adulthood and to use coercive techniques to ensure that their partners will never be able to abandon them. Such coercive techniques include disempowering their partners by maintaining control of all financial resources, forcing their partners to become socially isolated, threatening to desert their partners if the women do not conform to their standards of appropriate behavior, and battering (Bowlby, 1988) .
However, Bowlby (1988) also suggested that women who are involved in abusive relationships tend to have similar histories of childhood neglect and abuse and consequent anxious attachment as adults. He cited the work of De Lozier (1982) , who found that a high proportion of women who had been abused emotionally by their parents and went on to abuse their children had "grown up to be perpetually anxious lest husband or boy friend desert, to regard physical violence as part of the natural order, and to expect little or nothing in the way of love or support from any quarter" (p. 117).
In a more recent study of attachment styles and the infliction and receipt of emotional abuse by female college students in romantic relationships, O'Hearn and Davis (1997) found that women with secure attachment styles were less likely to receive and inflict emotional abuse than were women with insecure, preoccupied attachment styles. Similarly, Holtzworth-Munroe, Stuart, and Hutchinson (1997) observed that violent husbands evidenced more insecure, preoccupied, and disorganized attachment patterns than did nonviolent ones. Dutton and Painter (1993) drew on the work of Bowlby (1988) and Ainsworth (1985) and used the concepts of attachment anger and the fearful attachment pattern to explain battering. They suggested that the central affective feature of the fearful attachment pattern is "an emotional template of intimacy-anxiety/ anger" in which "anger is an aspect of attachment independent of what transpires interpersonally" and that "when that anger is experienced, it is both blamed and projected onto the attachment object, resulting in chronic anger with that other" (p. 620). Stosny (1995) constructed a similar explanation of battering, which he called "attachment abuse." He argued that attachment abuse results from the abuser's "inability to maintain tolerable self-constructions and his desperate illusion that manipulating the mirror-reflecting provided by the attachment figure will fill in the cracks and holes in the sense of self" (p. 41). The abuser's reliance on the attachment figure for the external regulation of his internal experience leads the abuser to feel that 490 Affilia Winter 2000 the attachment figure is responsible for any pain that he experiences and hence to feel angry; this anger ultimately provides a justification for his abusive behavior. However, for the abuse to continue, the abused spouse must remain in the relationship. As Stosny (1995) argued, "Abusers and victims tragically get stuck in a pendulum of pain, vacillating between emotional motivations to reinstate the attachment bond and anger-driven retaliation for perceived violations against the . . . bond" (p. 41). Thus, attachment theory suggests that the abused woman is a participant in the abusive relationship and that her participation is a function of her history, anxious attachment, and fear of being abandoned.
The concept of a trauma bond, a relationship based on terror and distinct from an attachment pattern, that is used to describe children's behavior with an abusive adult, has been extended to adults who cannot imagine survival without their abusers (James, 1994) . Herman (1992) described the trauma bond in childhood as follows:
The child trapped in an abusive environment is faced with formidable tasks of adaptation. She must find a way to preserve a sense of trust in people who are untrustworthy, safety in a situation that is unsafe, control in a situation that is terrifyingly unpredictable, power in a situation of helplessness. Unable to care for or protect herself, she must compensate for the failures of adult care and protection with the only means at her disposal, an immature system of psychological defenses. (p. 96) Doyle's (1996) novel speaks to the bond between a battered wife and her husband and provides an extraordinary graphic portrayal of what it is like for a woman to be beaten by the man she loves and who, in some way, loves her:
For seventeen years. There wasn't one minute when I wasn't afraid, when I wasn't waiting. Waiting for him to go, waiting for him to come. Waiting for the fist, waiting for the smile. I was brainwashed and braindead, a zombie for hours, afraid to think, afraid to stop, completely alone. I sat at home and waited. 
THE METAPERSPECTIVE
The mysterious "stickiness" of these relationships was all the more intriguing when we discovered that these women, contrary to what we had imagined, were not timid, self-deprecating, fragile victims. They were victims, but they were, in nearly every case, women of substance who had strong opinions and conveyed a sense of personal power. (Goldner et al., 1990, p. 356) Goldner et al. (1990) , although presenting a balanced formulation that recognizes both the social reality of gender inequality and the batterer's responsibility for violence and intimidation, acknowledged that "reciprocities and complementary patterns in the couple's relationship are implicated in the cycle of violence" (p. 345). They described their view as a "both-and" position in that "one level of description and explanation does not exclude another" (p. 345). In other words, the construction of a psychological explanation for violence does not sanction the violence or excuse the perpetrator.
According to Goldner et al. (1990) , male violence is instrumental because it is a powerful method of social control-a man can use it to get what he wants. However, it can also be understood as an impulsive, expressive act. Goldner et al. cited Rubin (1978, p. 180) , who stated that, "the division of labor by sex can be seen as a taboo against the sameness of men and women which divides the sexes into two mutually exclusive categories and thereby creates gender...Far from an expression of a natural difference, exclusive gender identity is suppression of natural similarities." They argued that a man feels humiliated when gender divisions blur and suggested that battering is "an attempt to reassert gender difference and gender dominance, when his terror of not being different enough from 'his'
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Affilia Winter 2000 woman threatens to overtake him" (p. 346). In addition, on the basis of Chodorow's (1978) discussion of the "asymmetrical parenting" experienced by boys and girls, Goldner et al. asserted that even though men's fears of sameness are clearly extreme in the case of a man who batters, they are nevertheless "normatively central to the development of masculinity" (p. 346). Furthermore, women are socialized to believe that they must please and care for men, and men are socialized to be cared for. When a woman does assert her right to her own experience, her own sexuality, her right to be cared for, he may term her hysterical, extravagant, or insatiable. He may threaten to leave her, thus signaling his social and economic superiority; or he may become violent, thus asserting his physical superiority. She may be confused by his rage because her experience of herself and his view of her are disparate; but she too has been raised in a culture that elevates the male perspective, so she may silence her own mind and submit to his construction of reality even if that means being hit. (Goldner et al., 1990, pp. 349-350) In other words, violence against women can be viewed as an extreme but logical outcome of the gender-role socialization of both men and women in this culture. Goldner et al. (1990) noted that in the families of the battering men they had treated, gendered premises about masculinity, such as that men must be stronger than women and that men must never be sad or afraid, are rigidly adhered to. But because men sometimes feel dependent, sad, scared, and in need of protection, they are forced into situations in which they must constantly deny their true feelings to conform to the ideal of masculinity prescribed by society. Consequently, men are terrorized by any indications that they may not be sufficiently different from their partners and sometimes resort to violence to reassert gender differences and male power.
Using self-in-relation theorists' (Gilligan, 1982; Miller, 1976; Miller & Stiver, 1995; Surrey, 1985) perspective that women form their sense of self and their core feminine identity through their ability to build and maintain relationships with others, Goldner et al. (1990) argued that this imperative is passed to daughters from mothers whose view of feminine obligation is to preserve both family relationships and the family as a whole, no matter what the personal cost. Thus, the daughter, like her mother, eventually comes to measure her self-esteem by the success or failure of her attempts to connect, form relationships, provide care, "reach" the other person. (p. 357) As Gilligan (1982 ) quoting Miller (1976 noted, a new psychology of women based in work on psychic structure recognizes the different starting point for women's development, the fact that "women stay with, build on, and develop in a context of attachment and affiliation with others," that "women's sense of self becomes very much organized around being able to make, and then to maintain, affiliations and relationships," and that "eventually, for many women, the threat of disruption of an affiliation is perceived not just as a loss of relationship but as something closer to a total loss of self. " (p. 169) Thus, the abused woman may believe that leaving the abusive relationship is a failure and an abandonment of her caretaking role. This is an important insight into the reason an abused woman remains in an abusive relationship because it implies that she is not necessarily a masochist or a helplessly dependent weakling. Rather, the woman may be seeking to affirm the feminine ideal of holding connections together and caring for others-that is, "staying is what gender pride and self-respect demand" (Goldner et al., 1990, p. 357) . Miller and Stiver (1995) used a theoretical model of development that emphasizes that relational continuity is essential for women's well-being. Although they did not use the language of attachment theory, they acknowledged the significance of complex layers of relational images and their meanings for the constructions of self and for the expectations of relationships. They stated that 494 Affilia Winter 2000
relational awareness grows when we can acknowledge much more fully the power of people's yearnings for connection, even if with the very people whom they experience as hurtful, abusive, rejecting, undermining, and the like. . . . This explicit acknowledgment helps people to feel that there is something understandable when they hold on to the very relationships that they also know are hurtful. They know, too, that other people often judge them negatively for staying in such relationships, which is an additional source of bewilderment and shame. (p. 2)
IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE
Attachment theory and a new understanding of psychological development in women have implications for clinical practice. Both attachment and relational models focus on modifying negative and pessimistic beliefs and expectations of self and others, as well as exploring the importance of early histories and their significance for current relationships within the context of a therapeutic "holding" environment (Winnicott, 1965) . However, despite its impact on empirical research and work with children, attachment theory has not been systematically applied to clinical practice with adults (Biringen, 1994) . Concepts of attachment theory provide a context for understanding behavior and for developing interventions based in those concepts. Their implications for practice, described in this section, are not inclusive. Internal working models of attachment (dynamic representations of experience), which Bowlby (1988) referred to as images, often need to be modified, restructured, or updated cognitively and affectively in light of new understanding acquired during a therapeutic relationship. According to Bowlby, client-therapist interactions are critical; clients are encouraged to explore the past only for the light it throws on "current ways of feeling and dealing with life" (p. 141) and on the effect of their internal working models. Bowlby outlined the practical implications of attachment theory for clinical practice and described five main tasks of the therapist.
The first task is to provide a therapeutic alliance, a secure base, from which the client can proceed to explore patterns of attachment with self and others in a holding environment (Winnicott, 1965 ) that offers support and encouragement. The second task is to help the client explore current expectations of relationships with significant figures and possible unconscious biases in those relationships. The therapeutic relationship is a collaborative one of exploration that uses a constructionist stance of "not knowing" (Bowlby, 1988, p. 151) . The third task is to examine jointly the sources of current expectations of impending rejection, abandonment, exploitation, humiliation, and abuse and of distrust and evasion or fear of close contact that may be unimaginably painful and do not serve the client's interests.
The fourth task is to examine the client's relationship with the therapist and the therapist's contribution to it. This relationship needs to be authentic and genuine, the therapist needs to communicate his or her feelings honestly, and the client needs to trust the relationship. The fifth task is to enable the client to recognize that images of self and others, although once accurate, may not now be valid and hence alternative models may be more appropriate. The therapist encourages the client to gain a fuller understanding of the context of earlier experiences and "often to move on to a measure of forgiveness and reconciliation" (Bowlby, 1988, p. 146) . Chodorow (1978) , Gilligan (1982), and Miller (1976) challenged conceptualizations of women's development based on male models, and Jordan (1997) and Jordan, Kaplan, Miller, Stiver, and Surrey (1991) wrote about the application of newer perspectives of the women's development to therapeutic practice. These perspectives for working with clients who are in abusive intimate relationships focus on (a) acknowledging the centrality of connection in the woman's sense of self and thus providing a normalization of her feelings and why she remains in the relationship; (b) emphasizing an authentic, collaborative approach for understanding the woman's situation; and (c) continuously examining the therapist's responses to the client, 496 Affilia Winter 2000 who may need to feel connected but may have disparate expectations of the therapeutic relationship.
CONCLUSION
Most explanations of violence against women have been unidimensional. However, it is not necessary to excuse the violent behavior of abusers to understand that their behavior reflects the role of gender-role socialization and childhood history in fostering such violence. Furthermore, it is not necessary to blame the victims to understand why women may remain in abusive relationships. The effects of gender-role socialization are powerful determinants of the experience of both men and women, and, in extreme cases, these effects can lead to the development of a paradoxical bond between partners in which abuse and coercion are maintained within a stable relationship that may also involve deep affection and commitment. The reality of women and men is socially constructed and hence draws on society's discourse on the roles of and expectations for women. The perspective of a battered woman is as important as particular theoretical constructs that are superimposed on her experience. Most women in abusive relationships do not want to leave their partners-they want the battering to stop (Horton & Johnson, 1993) . Thus, a battered woman who leaves an abusive relationship has a different worldview, a different sense of herself, than does a woman who remains. Therefore, "it is necessary to look to the women themselves to understand their experiences and what works for them" (Davis & Srinivasan, 1995, p. 51) .
Of course, attempts should be made to prevent violence toward women, beginning with responsibility at the personal level (how children are raised), and to punish batterers swiftly and powerfully. However, such action does not preclude efforts to help battered women and battering men from understanding the dynamics of their relationships. The data (Ferraro & Johnson, 1983; Snyder & Fruchtman, 1981; Straus & Gelles, 1986) indicate that many of these couples will remain together, and it appears that they can be helped to understand the reasons for their actions and to take steps to end the violence.
There is a growing awareness among many therapists who work with battered women and their abusers that it is not sufficient to rely exclusively on one theoretical orientation. An openness to a range of explanations for understanding violence in relationships and the use of multiple lenses to examine the phenomenon are valuable and congruent with feminist principles and concerns for justice and safety.
This article has suggested that the concepts inherent in theories of connection, relationships, and attachment contribute substantially to understanding violence in intimate relationships and provide direction for modified treatment approaches. These concepts are not exclusive and are presented as contributing to the use of seemingly irreconcilable points of view that may include several perspectives for informing treatment approaches. Given the different kinds of abusive relationships, there is no one correct treatment approach (Goldner, 1998) , and the use of multiple lenses allows for a new form of psychosocial synthesis and in-depth perception.
